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Office of the Secretary
Federal Communications CommifOC MAIL ROOM
1919 M. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20544

RE: Comments On Notes Of Proposed Rule Making: MM Docket No. 97-182

Dear Mr. Secretary:

As Chief Pilot of Dot Foods' Aviation Department, I feel it would be a mistake for the
FCC to assume preemptive powers over the state and local government with regards to
the regulation of communication tower location and height. Not only would you likely
face defeat before the federal appellate court if this action were taken, this issue has the
potential to seriously compromise aviation safety.

The FAA will not place limits on tower height or placement; so, it is up to local and state
airport authorities to regulate these structures. The aviation community, as well as the
general public, demands there be no impediments to aviation safety. These demands are
louder and of greater urgency than the arguments of the digital television and other
broadcasters. It is in the best interest of everyone that they not be allowed to place their
towers wherever it may be convenient.

Sincerely,

Matthew R. ScheIdt
Chief Pilot

MS:pb
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Headquarters
P.O. Box 192, Mt. Sterling, IL 62353,217-773-4411

www.dotfoods.com

16305 Swingley Ridge Road, Suite 201, Chesterfield, MO 63017, 314-537-4002, Fax 314-537-5519
16301 Elliott Parkway, Williamsport, MD 21795, 301-416-3200, Fax 301-416-3207
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October 30, 1997

Mr. William F. Caton
Acting Secretary
Office of the Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
Washington DC 20554

RE: Notice of Proposed Rule Making: MM Docket No. 97-182
Preemption of State and Local Zoning and Land Use Restrictions on Siting
Placement and Construction ofBroadcast Station Transmission Facilities

Dear Secretary Caton:

In response to the above referenced Notice of Proposed Rule Making, the Hillsborough
County Aviation Authority is greatly concerned with the preemption of local authority to
regulate the siting, placement or construction of any structures (including broadcast
antenna facilities) that penetrate the navigable airspace.

Attached please find the Florida Department of Transportation's response correspondence,
dated October 21, 1997, regarding this issue. The Hillsborough County Aviation
Authority is wholeheartedly in full agreement with the State's stance.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

James E. Johnson, A.A.E.
Senior Director ofAirport Operations

cc: William Ashebaker, State Aviation Manager, FDOT
Stewart Eggert, Allen, Dell, Frank & Trinkle
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LouIs E, Miller Executive Director

Hillsborough County Aviation Authority PO Box 22287 Tampa, Florida 33622 phone 813 -870- 8700 fax 813 -875 -6670 web site http!/TampaAlrportcom
Peter 0. Knight Airport Plant City Airport Vandenberg ,-'lirport
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Mr. William F. Caton
Aoting Secretary
Office of the Secretary
Fedel'8l Communications Commission
Washington, D.C. 20554

October 21.1897

T-819 P 03/12 Job-5S5

Re: Notice of Proposed Rule Making; MM Docket No. 97.182
In the Matter of:
Preemption of State and Local Zoning and Land Use Restrictions an the Siting,
Placement and Construction of Broadcast Station Transmission Facilities

Dear Secretary Caton'

The Florida Department of Transportation strongly objects to the preemption of this state's
luthority to regulate the siting, placement or construction of any structure including broadcast
station transmission facilities, that penetrate the navigable airspace necessary for safe and
efficient use of the state's public aviation transportation system.

The Florida legislature has long recognized that a viable system 0' public aviation facnities
&Ind the airspace nece8Gilry to efl'ioi-.tly o~rate them i~ of vital importance to our $tate's
economy. Consequently, our legial8ture enacted state lawe allowing funding of aviation
8yatem ctJpacity imprcvemcnt1t. In the peet five year.. alonc, the State of Florida has inve8ted
nearly $430 million as its share to preserve and expand the state aviation sys.tem.

In order to protect our investment, Florida 8110 enacted comprehenSive land use planning and
aviation compatible land use legislation that specifically requires controls for structure heights
and land use. that are incompatibl& with normal aviation ol)erations or that jeopardize the
public,' health, safety or welfare. Enforcement responsibility is shared by the Florida
Department of Transportation and local gov«nments under adopted airport :zcning
ordinances and comprehensive land use plans. The purpose of these statutory controls is to
preserve the safe, efficient use of the state's aviation transportation system and to protect our
aubstantial investment of federal, state and. locil public funds

Further, the Federal AViation Administration(FAA) requiree protection of the federal
governmentls invested public funds. The sponsors of airports developed by or ImprolJed WIth
federal funds are obligated to prevent obstructione in the aerial
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approaches to the airport. Obstructions are as defined in Federal Aviation Regulations(FAR),
Part 77, Objecte Affecting Navigable Airspace. For grants to airports acquired under P.L. Bo.
289, amending The SurplUs Property Act of 1944, assurance. are required that actions
Including ~ning will be takan to restrict land useS in the vicinity of airports to uses compatible
with norma' airport operation. Under provieione of the Airport and Airway Safety and Capacity
Expansion Act of 1967(P.L. 100-223) ind earlier federaJ airport improvement funding
programs, airports must make the obligation to prevention obstructions in writing as a
condition of fund gl1llnts. The majority of Florida's 103 publicly owned airporte foil in these
categories.

FAR, Part Tl, requires construction notification for proposed s.tructures. and mablilhes
height standards above whioh objects would be obstructions to air navigation. It provides the
FAA authority to determine the impact of proposed struclur., including broadcast station
transmission facilitje6~ on aeronautica' operation$. The Part does not grant the FAA authority
to permit or deny oonetruction of any object nor dO&& it provide tho FAA any regulatory control
of structure height. location or use. While the FAA controle and regulates aeronautical
operationa, it has no reguilltcry i1uthority to protect airporte., airapace or flight operation$ from
structures that penetrate navigable airspace t would impact flight operations or would itrterfere
with the sate or efficient U$e of 8Vlatlon facilities. This is a specrflcally denned responsibility
of state and local go....ernment. In Florida, this responsibilitv is actively exercised through the
_t.tutory controls protecting the state public a...latton transportation system enacted by the
leaislature.

P,...mption of Florldaj~ authority to regulate the .itinS, placlltn'lCtnt or oOMtruotiQr'l of
broadcast station transmission facilities ttlllt penetrate navigable airspace would adversely
impact the state's public aviiltion tlClnapon.tion lIy&tfJm in two waye. Firat. an object that
exceeds obstruction standards can affect the safety of flight operations as well as persons in,
on or n••r the object should an aircraft collide with it. Second, an object that penetrates
navigable airspace, partiCUlarly airport terminal area airspace, will decrease the area aircraft
have aVlilabie for taking off, maneuvering or landing. In tum, this requires 'flight restrictions
and operations or prooeduros to be modified to aooommodate the objeot safely. These type
IccommodatJonslimit and degrade aviation operating capabilities resulting in decreased
airport and aystem capacities

Thu., an object that penetrates en route or airport terminal area air6pace jeopardizes the
investment of public funds in our aviation transportation &ystem. Wn&re these public funds
include federal grant&, preemption of the IOCill governmem ~oning control Dy the Feaera!
Communications Commission(FCC} could place ihe local govemment in defau~ of ~ts grant
assurance required by the FAA,
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We wish to respectfully point out that the mandated role of the FCC is management of a
national system of communications in its wide variety of applications. This role doe$
not equip the Commission or Its staff with the aeronautical expertIse to evaluate the Impact a
proposed structure will have on existing or planned aeronautical activity. Florida', airspace
protection and compettble land use ltatllt. reQuire the Department of Transportation to be
profioient in this area of expertise, UBe it in executing its permit authority and assist local
governments on request.

w. recognize the importance of a viable radio and television braadcast system and the public
inter.at these media se",iCK urva on 3 national aa well ali intemational bacl•. WQ al$O
recognize that these services are. in the main. provided by private, venture capital
org.-ninltione in 8 highl)' competitive end profiteble market arena. The mowt lu~nlltivc

broadclit markets are thOle with the grtlt••t population densities that al.o require the more
extenaive aviation transportation system capabilities and thus create conflIctS between the
two systems needs. When these type conflicts occur. we do not believe it was the intent of
the Congre&s tMt 1hey be resolved at the expense of public investment in its transportation
infl1llStructure or the safety of the system.

The safety of1he state's public transportation system i& the par;amount conce-rn of tM Florida
Department of Transportation.

Sincerely,

William J A5hbaker, P.E..
State Aviation Manager

WJAlajr
cc: Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association

Florida Airport Managers Associ.tion
Florida League of eiti.
Florida Association of Counties
National As.sociation of State AViation Officials
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\\ " ~ederal Communications Commission
, ' \'Re: FCC 97-296 (MM Docket No. 97-182)

BOARD OF DIRIlC'ftlRS Washington, DC 20554

FAJ((518)873~75

John Ernst
Chairman

David Skovron
Thomas D.Thacher II
Vlce-ehairmen

Dean Cook
secretary

• Curtis R. Welling
Treasurer

Stephen K.Allinger
Peter Borrelli
David Bronston '\
Alison Hudnut Clarkson
James c. Dawson
Joanne W Dwyer
Barbara 1. Glaser
Alyse Gray
Gary F. Heurich
George R. Lamb
Ernest laPrairie
Scott 1. Paterson
Clarence A. Petty
Peter'Pope
Katharine M. Preston
John K. Ryder,Jr,
Ellen Marshall Scholle
Constance A. Tate
Patricia D. Winterer
Cecil Wray,Jr.

ADVISORY BOARD

Frances Beinecke
RiOIard Booth
Arthur Crocker
Joseph F. Cullman 3rd
Kim Elliman
William Hord
Rjchard Lawrence
David Sive
Norman J. VanValkenburgh

Execudve Director
Timothy J. Burke

Re: FCC 97-296 (Preemption of state and Local Zoning
and Land Use Restrictions on the Siting, Placement
and Construction of Broadcast Station Transmission
Facilities.)

Dear Sir or Madam:

The Adirondack Council is an 18,000-member
research, education and advocacy organization working
to preserve and protect the natural resources of New
York State's Adirondack Park. The Council represents
the Adirondack interests of the National Parks and
Conservation Association, The Wilderness Society,
Citizens Campaign for the Environment and the Natural
Resources Defense Council, with combined memberships
of over one million.

,
The Adirondack Park is a unique six-million-acre

patchwork mix of publicly and privately held lands
(roughly 50-50) that occupies one-fifth of the land
area of New York State. The public lands are
protected by Article XIV of the New York State
Constitution which states, in part:

"The lands of the state, now owned or hereafter
acquired, constituting the fOl:est: preseI've as
now fixed by law, shall be forever kept as wild
forest lands. They shall not be leased, sold
or exchanged, or be taken by any corporation,
public or private, nor shall the timber thereon
be sold, removed or destroyed."

This article has been in existence for over 100
years and contains the nation's oldest wilderness
protection language -- language on which federal
wilderness statutes were modeled. It was clearly the
intent of the New York State Legislature, then,and
now, to give the Adirondack Park its highest level of
protection.

The New York State {Department of Environmental

C
~'
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Member Organizations: Assoclationfor the Protection ofthe Adirondacks, Citizens Campalgnfor the Environment,
National Audubon Society, National Parks & Conservation AssocIation, Natural Reso", ces Befe..se Cwmcll, The Wilderness Society



Conservation oversees the public lands of the Adirondack Park
while private larid use is administered by the Adirondack Park
Agency. The APA has a long-standing policy regarding the

. placement of towers on private lands in the Adirondack Park that
encourages collocation of facilities to mitigate visual impacts
and prevents improper placement of facilities. These policies,
regulations and laws which protect the natural character of the
lOO-year-old Adirondack Park should not be "preempted. II'

The linchpin of the Adirondack region's economy is tourism,
with visitors drawn here again and again by the unmatched natural
setting. To "preempt" policies, regulations and laws that
protect bhis region's economic well-being and natural resource
base is unconscionable. - And for what gain? A high~quality

picture on -~ television set? (Visiting the Adirondack Park
yields such an abundance of crystal clear natural vistas that one
might forget to watch television.) will this· technology be made
obsolete in the near future with the advancement of satellite
technology, making the proposed proliferation of towers
unnecessary? •

Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on this
issue of great importance to the Adirondack Park.
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Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW
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FCC MAIL ROOM

Re: Landuse Preemption
Docket No. 97-182

Dear Mr. Secretary:

I am writing to advise that the Maryland Association of Counties (MACo) Board of
Directors voted today to express its opposition to FCC preemption of local zoning authority.
This issue has most recently come to MACo's attention as a result of the above captioned rule
making in which preemption of local zoning authority over television and radio broadcast towers
is at issue.

MACo has broad concerns with federal intrusion into zoning, which is a traditional local
government responsibility. Vesting this authority in other levels of government promotes
inefficiencies and denies citizens adequate redress regarding locallanduse concerns.

In addition, MACo has specific concerns regarding the proposed rule making including
those listed hereafter.

• The FCC has no specific authority in the Telecommunications Act to preempt local zoning.

• The proposed time limits are not realistic, particularly considering the controversy typically
arising from tower siting requests.

• The proposal rule is overbroad, including uses beyond digital television towers.

• The proposed rule's denial criteria, "expressly stated health or safety objectives", would
require a massive revision of zoning codes.

• Aesthetics are specifically excluded from review criteria.

• Airport safety could be adversely impacted by a compromise of tower siting controls. D
No. of Copies rec'd, _
UstABCDE



• The FCC will review denial appeals, establishing a national zoning appeals board.

• There has been no factual demonstration of a local government obstacle to the introduction of
digital television capability.

MACo urges the FCC to consider MACo's concerns, ultimately concluding that local
landuse autonomy is an important principal of Federalism. Any other position would have dire
consequences to the autonomy of local government.

Thank you for your consideration.

David S. Bliden
Executive Director

cc: Maryland Congressional Delegation
Marilyn Praisner
Bob Fogel
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CITY OF MT. STERLING
1415 W. MAIN STREET

MT. STERLING. ILLINOIS 623153

RECEIVED
NOV 4 1997

FCC MAIL ROOM

DOCKET FILE COpy ORIGINAl

Office of the Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20544

Re: Comments on Notice ofProposed Rule Making: MM Docket No. 97-182

Dear Mr. Secretary:

It would be a mistake for the FCC to assume preemptive powers over the states and units
oflocal government with regard to the regulation of communication tower location and
height. Not only would you likely face defeat before the federal appellate court if this
action were taken, but the FCC could cause serious aviation safety problems. The FAA
will not place limits on tower height or placement; so, it is up to local and state airport
authorities to regulate these structures. The public demands that there be no impediments
to aviation safety. These demands are louder and ofgreater urgency than the arguments
of the digital television and other broadcasters that they be allowed to place their towers
wherever it may be convenient.

Sincerely,

~ ~
(-
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JohnP. Crum
Chairman Airport Committee

JPC/pp
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The Federal Communication Commission
C/O The Secretary, FCC
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Commissioner:

The purpose of this letter is to express our concern about the proposed FCC rule
preempting state and local zoning, as well as land use restrictions on siting,
placement, and construction of broadcast station transmission facilities.

Nelson County, Virginia is a rural county located between three urban areas;
Charlottesville, Waynesboro, and Lynchburg, Virginia. Our county is fortunate in
being a mountainous area with beautiful vistas. We are also fortunate to have
the Blue Ridge Parkway traverse along the western boundary of the county. The
vistas of our mountains and the Blue Ridge Parkway attract thousands of tourists
to the area each year, making tourism a primary source of revenue for the
county. Preempting our zoning and land use regulations will result in a number
of our high mountains becoming attractive locations for new digital television and
FM transmission facilities. Locating these tall towers on mountains in our
County in order to serve the urban areas will have a major detrimental impact on
the County's vistas and could possibly result in a reduction in revenues received
from tourism.

We have recently completed work on drafting a Communication Tower
Ordinance to protect the County's mountain ridges. Several cellular phone
providers were members of the committee that drafted the ordinance. One major
provision of the proposed ordinance is to limit the height of communication
towers on mountain ridges to a maximum of thirty-five (35) feet where there is no
tree canopy present. The participating cellular communication providers didn't

-----_._--------
P. O. Box 336, Lovingston. Virginia 22949· t80.!) 263-4873· Fax (8C4) 263-4135
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have major objections to this requirement. Preempting our zoning and land use
regulations for digital television and FM towers will result in cellular
communication providers requesting a similar preemption because they must
comply with local zoning and land use regulations. The net result will be a
proliferation of communication towers on mountain ridges thus destroying the
natural beauty of Nelson County, which we are trying to preserve for future
generations.

The Board of Supervisors of Nelson County unanimously voted on October 14,
1997, to object your proposed rule which would preempt local and state zoning
and land use restrictions on the siting, placement, and construction of broadcast
station transmission facilities, and request, that you not adopt this rule.

If you have any questions regarding our decision, or would like additional
comments or information, please feel free to contact the Nelson County
Administrator's Office at (804) 263-4873.

Sincerely,

rJ~~~4
John D. Cutlip
Interim County Administrator

JDC/db

cc: Senator John Warner
Senator Charles Robb
Congressman Virgil Goode
Congressman Bob Goodlatte
Board of Supervisors
Fred Boger, Director of Planning & Zoning



REED'S FLY-ON FARMING /490 Airport Road, Mattoon, Illinois 61938
Tel.: (217) 234-9439
Fax.: (217) 234-2700

Re:

NOV - 41997
October 26, 1997

FCC M~J6 ~o~!::1cations Commission
FCC Dockets Branch
Room 239
Docket no. 97-296
1919 M. Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Sirs:

I have been a pilot for twenty six years and currently own two aviation businesses. The purpose of
this letter is to voice my opposition to the NPRM referenced above.

The Federal Communications Commission (FCC) cannot be allowed to preempt state and local
zoning ordinances. Towers adversely affect aviation safety, especially near public airports. The
only means to prohibit construction of towers near airports are the very zoning ordinances which
the proposal will allow the FCC to preempt. While it is true that the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) must currently endorse proposed tower locations, a federal government
agency often cannot recognize the impact or know all the ramifications of tower construction. that
is why local and state zoning ordinances are so important.

Private or restricted landing strips are considered a non-entity by the FAA when evaluating a
proposed tower site. Consequently, state and local zoning laws are the only protection afforded the
owners and users of these small airports. To allow preemption of those ordinances would invite
the possibility of unreasonable safety hazards. Many of our U.S. Restricted Landing Areas (RLA)
support commercial operations such as aerial application in rural areas. However well intentioned
the FCC, a certain percentage of these airports would be negatively impacted.

Digital television may well be the broadcasting future, but an implementation schedule that
tramples the rights of the state, local, and individual is not rational. I sincerely urge the FCC to
dismiss this NPRM and, instead, revise the implementation schedule to a more reasonable time
frame.

vSincerely,

No ot Ccp1es roc'd
List ABCOE ----

Rick Reed
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AVIATION DEPARTMENT
(219) 264-5217 ADM. OFFICE
(219) 264-3168 MAINT. OFFICE
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ELKHART, INDIANA"46514. ELKHART MUNICIPAL AIRPORT, 2246 AIRPORT DR.• FAX (219) 264-0915

JAMES P. PERRON, Mayor

Sincerely,

printed on

recycled paper

October 24, 1997

Office of the Secretary
Federal Communications commission
Washington, DC 205>54

RE: Request for Comments
47 CFR Part 1

Dear Sir/Madame:

We are writing in opposition to the proposed rule making entitled Preemption of
State and Local Zoning and Land Use Restrictions on the\Siting, Placement and
Construction of Broadcast Transmission Facilities. This proposed FCC rule will
limit or even negate any authority that the Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA), Indiana Department of Transportation - Aeronautics Section, and our
local zoning boards will have over transmission towers. It is critical to the safety
of our airport facility that there be "checks and balances" to assure that no new
obstructions to our airports are developed. By accelerating the review process,
unsafe decisions could be made by the FCC, which would mean a loss of utility
at our airport!

As the operator of an airport, we are very concerned that this proposed rule will
severely limit our ability and the powers of the agencies that we work with to
protect our airport from the encroachment of tall towers.

We oppose the proposed rule as it is now written. Recognizing that new
technology is requiring the installation of new transmission facilities, we
encourage you to find ways to allow the installation of these towers in llarmony
with the airport facilities that are also critical to our nation's economic health.
Giving the FCC preemptive power over state and local zoning would place the
interests of DTV implementation ahead of the interests of existing aviation
facilities.

Thank you for considering these views as you evaluate this proposed rule.

~~
a~1/j$t?-0t -let:A" fl j f: ~
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HARRISON A. MOODY
Chair

AUBREY S. CLAY
LEENORA EVERETT
MICHAEL H. TICKLE RECEIVED

NOV - 41997
TELEPHONE (804) 469-4500 FCC MAIL ROOM

FAX (804) 469-4503 .1. •e

October 30, 1997

EDWARD A. BRACEY, JR.
Vice-Chair

William F. Caton, Acting Secretary
Office of the Secretary, Room 222
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20554

RE: FCC Rulemaking Docket 97-182
Preemption oflocal zoning over television and radio broadcast towers.

Dear Mr. Caton:

Recently, our County was advised of the above referenced issue. After reviewing the
material available, Dinwiddie County must oppose any rule or regulation which would preempt
our zoning ordinance. The purpose of our zoning ordinance is to promote the health, safety and
general welfare ofour citizens. The ordinance, with amendments, has been in effect for 33 years.
It has provided our citizens with guidance on compatible land use districts and permitted uses
within those districts.

The Dinwiddie County Zoning Ordinance permits towers within our agricultural,
commercial and industrial districts with a conditional use permit (CUP). The period of review
required for a CUP ( i.e. process application, advertise, hold public hearings) is approximately 75
days. This time frame provides all parties an opportunity to review the request and make an
evaluation based on all viewpoints. It is worth noting the following:

1. Dinwiddie County has issued several CUP's for towers within the past five (5) years;

2. Dinwiddie County has not rejected a CUP for a tower; and

3. Approximately 70% of the County area is zoned in a category which would permit a
tower.

The purpose ofmentioning the above is to illustrate that communities will work with applicants in
a reasonable and timely manner in locating towers within its boundaries.

--_._-~
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In conclusion, any effort to circumvent or limit local authority can not be considered to be in the
best interest of its citizens. It is certain to follow that other uses will seek to be excluded from
local control ifyou adopt the current proposal.

Sincerely,

-?ll't~~
R. Martin Long
County Administrator



In Reply Refer To:
~~-- ...............

(./1 {Jl 1:-1/ - (3v

United States Department of the Interior
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY _ .. ,PI

OFFICE OF AIRCRAFT SERVICES DOCKET FIl F: rr"m' "'t',~I~'~~
4837 Aircraft Drive

RECEIVED Anchorage, Alaska 99502-1052

NOV - 41997

FCC MAil ROOM
Office of the secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M street, NW
Washington, DC 2005

Attention: Docket No. FCC 97-182

To Whom It May Concern:

The Office of Aircraft Services has
within the Department of Interior.
conducted within the Department of
altitudes of 500 feet or less above

OCT '.j D

a responsibility for aviation safety
A large portion of the aviation

Interior is conducted at flight
the surface.

The Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM); preemption of State and Local
Zoning and Land Use Restrictions on the Siting, Placement, and
Construction of Broadcast Transmission Facilities would certainly not be
in the interest of aviation safety to those operations where towers
could be installed without approval from those who utilize the airspace
for transportation.

Many of the missions for the Department of Interior are for natural
resource programs that require low altitude and may be flown in limited
visibility. For these reasons, we support the position of the Aircraft
Owners and Pilots Association (AOPA), see attached.

N.j_ O{ Ccpies rec'd _0.,...__
Ut;! ,l\nCOE
_______ c . ···_· _
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~AIRCRAFTOWNERS AND PILOTS ASSOCIATION
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September 29, 1997

Office ofthe Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 200554

Attention: Docket No. FCC 97-182

To whom it may concern:

NOV - 41997

FCC MA,!L HOOM

The Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association (AOPA) represonting over 340,000 aircraft
owners and pilots nationwide is opposed to the Notice ofProposed Rule Making
(NPRM); Preemption ofStale and Local Zoning and Land Use Restrictlolls on the SiLlng,
Plaoement, and Construction ofBroadcast Transmission Facilities. The general aviation
community is the largest population of airspace and airport users in the United States and
have a significant interest in the safety and efficiency ofthe National Airspace
System(NAS). AOPA strongly opposes tWa HeW Qn the grounds that preemption Qf
state and local zoning laws. Qrdinances and regulatiQns will result in new hazards to aerial
operations. aircraft, and passengers in the Unites States.

Because ofan arbitrary and aggressive implementation achedule, the proponents ofDigital
Television (DTV) consider state and local zoning as obstacles to their artificially imposed
time constraints. For this reason, the industry petitioned the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) for the above referenced NPRM that would essentially circumvent
well established state and local zoning protection.

Accelerated implementation of DTV should not be accomplished at the expense of the
flying public and it would be an oversimplification to state that current state and local
zoning unreasonably delay broadcast facilities construction. (II, Background, .4 , page 2­
3). Federally mandated "time limits" cannot be enforced nor expected to be complied with
in a standardized manner aU across tho country. The principle as described in the NPRM
proposes to remove from local consideration regulations based on the environmental or
health effects of radio frequencies emissions, interference with other telecommunication
signals. and would also remove from local considcration regulations eonceming tower
marking and lighting provided that the facility complies with applicable Corrunission or
FAA regulations. As provided for in the NPRM, the proposed changes 'U'C rC!IRterl to the
health And safety of the flying public (II, Background, .4, pagc 2-3).
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This proposed rule creates a fundamental contlict of interest within the federal
government. The government has established obstruction related standards to ensure
public safety on one hand and bypass that same system and its enforceability links with
state and local governments on the other, in an attempt to facilitate the implementation of
DrV.

The NPRM states that the Conunission had the authority to preempt where state or local
law stands as an obstacle (Hr, Discussion, .6, page 3) to the accomplishment and
execution ofthe full objectives ofCongresB. This creates a conflict of interest when
compared to the mandated authority and role that Congress has instituted with the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) in terms of aviation safety.

The ]996 Telecommunications Act and associated 47 U.S.C. lSI do not justify, mandate
or even insinuate that state and local zoning is to be ignored. uTo make available, so far
as possible... l

' should not include orbe attempted at the expense ofaviation safety. Again,
47 U.S.C. 151 "It shall be the policy of the United States to encourage the provision of
new technologies and services to the public" certainly does not intend to ach.ieve it at the
expense ofstate and local zoning, espocially when it relates to airport and aviation safety.
(ill) Discussion, .7. page 4). The fact that historically the FCC has sought to avoid
becoming unnecessarily involved in local zoning disputes regarding t.ower placement is
illustrative ofnot only common sense, but also mirrors previous congressional policy (Ill.
DiscU8Sion,.8, page 4).

Airports are endangered by constant encroachment ofthe approach and departure slopes
by towers or other vertical obstructions which are impediments to airport safety
clearances. Obstructions can be caused by terrain, buildings) towers, and trees or any
object that penetrates what can be defined as navigable airspace. Penetrations to
navigable airspace may cause unsafe conditions at an airport and may have to be removed,
lowered or reconstructed. In many cases, this cannot be accomplished without localllnd
state intervention and guidance, hence the impact of the FCC NPRM.

Since 1928, zoning has been the answer to the problem ofairport protection from
obstructions. In 1930, the Department ofCornmerce recommended: "Municipalities and
other political subdivisions authorize to do so, exercise the police power in promulgation
of properly coordinated zoning ordinances applying equitably to the public airports a.nd
intermediate landing fields, and to commercial airports of the public utility class, as well as
other land uses."
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This same concern was vividly made public again in 1938 by the Civil Aeronautic
Authority (CAA) when it mentioned: lI .. and, solutions to these problems that have been
suggested, there is none as satisfactory, in many respects, as airport zoning!' Following
federal leadership in this domain, many states since then have adopted legislation
authorizing cities and counties to adopt regulations and ordinances limiting the height of
structures around airports. By 1941, 31 states had this type of legislation enacted. Many
more do today. While things have changed since 1930, they have changed for the better,
not for the worse. The federal government position on airport and land use compatibility
zoning has been very consistent in the last 60 years.

Today, 49 U.S.C. Section 44718 states, in pertinent part, that liThe Secretary of
Transportation shall require a person to give adequate public notice...ofthe construction
or alteration, establishment or extension, or the proposed construction, alteration,
establishment or expansion, of any structure...when the notice will promote: safety in air
commerce, and the efficient use and preservation of the navigable airspace and ofairport
capacity at public-use airports."

The FAA utilizes Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 77, CFR 14, "Objects Affecting.
Navigable Airspace" in an effort to establish standards for determining obstruction to air
navigation. In addition to Part 77, the FAA has published documentation ofwhich the
purpose is to supplement Part. 77. Examples are: Advisory Circular 70/7460-2J
"Proposed Construction or Alteration ofObjects that May Affect the Navigable Airspace"
and Advisory Circular lSO/5190-4A, "A Model Zoning Ordinance to Limit Height of
Objects Around Airports." These documents are designed to promulgate safety standards.

However, tho Federal Aviation Act of 1958, 8S amended, does not provide specific
authority for the FAA to regulate or control how land may be used involving structures or
obstructions that may penetrate the navigable airspace. The Federal Aviation Regulations
Part 77 only requires " ... all persons to give adequate public notice... ofconstruction or
alteration... where notice will promote safety in air conunerce." The FAA has no power
to enforce obstruction standards.

The Advisory Circulars published by the 17AA are evidence that the FAA is unable to
provide enforcement for situations that ariso and have made efforts for the local
govemment& to be informed about the responsibilities they have to establish zoning
ordinance~.
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By eKamining the statutes relative to the FAA, we can confiml that there is no specific
Iluthorization for federal regulations which would limit structure heights. prohibit
construction or even require structures to be obstmction marked and lighted. Congress
chose to withhold such authority. Since it would involve federal zoning regulations and
due process actions, including the taking of property Ilnd the paying of compensation, the
matter WAS best left with the states and the local authorities. This federal void is filled
by state Rnd local authorities. States and local governments have the responsibility of
enacting and enforcing airport-compatible hmd usc.

Given the relative ineffectiveness of the current FAR Part 77 and the advisory nature of
the other documentation, it is essential that state and local authorities maintain their ability
to adequately regulate tall structures. The FCC NPRM discourages the state and local
governments from filling in the federal voids to protect their airports and citizens. We
believe that the safety and welfare ofpersons above and on the ground in the vicinity of
airports should be a matter of coordinated federal, state, and local concern. The Federal
governmont estabJished the standards and recommondations, the state and local
governments enforce them.

AOPA believes that another federal agency (FCC) should not attempt to do what the
federal aviation agency cannot in tenns ofobstruction related aviation matters. The FCC
NPRM has serious aviation consequences and therefore cannot ignore thoae. entities
(federal, state, and local) that not only have the expertise, but also the legal right to define
obstruotions that impact on navigable airspace, especially around their airports.

To protect the public by preventing properly located and constructed airports from
becoming worthless through construction or growth ofhazards or obstructions in and
around such airports. state and local governments all point to zoning to limit the location
and height of structures. A state, county. city, airport authority. corporation or individual
can spend large sums ofmoney for very essential public and private purpose of
constructing and maintaining an adequate airport, only to have the airport rendered
worthless and dangerous almost overnight by the erection of obstructions despite adequate
and safe state and local zoning laws and regulations, nnd violating a myriad of these in the
process.

Throughout the nadon, local zoning and ordinances are the only means to enforce and
limit the height ofobstructions to airspace and aerial navigation near airports. AOPA is
and has worked with state legislatures to improve existing laws and to establish new ones
to limit the construction of tall structures that would be dangerous to aviation.
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We also encourage local governments to adopt ordinances and land-use codes that protect
navigable airspace, especially in the proximity of airports. This has successfully been
achieved in some states where, beyond providing specific guidelines for airport land use
compatibilit.y and implementation of airport land use regulations, the state requlres permits
for any penetration to the FAR Palt 77 surfaces. The end result is t.hat local political
subdivisions are required to adopt zoning to require a variance for any penetration to the
Part 77 and to require appropriate lighting/marking as a condition ofsuch variances.
Examples like thesc represent the best, the safest and most efficient coordinated usage of
federal standards, state law, and local ordinances.

While the arrangement between the two federal agencies can be considered a Hgentleman's
agreement," they both have to face the validity of the airport zoning statutes, which
incorporate the basic legal principles which sustain the validity ofthe zoning. These are
now firmly established in the legal jurisprudence of the majority of the states in tlus nation.

It would be inaccurate to believe that bccause FAA's Part 77 Regulations and associated
processes such as notices of proposed constructions and aeronautical studie.."l are not
affected nor mentioned in the NPRM, that the NPRM's impact is non-existcnt in terms of
safety ofaerial navigation. This NPRM fails to consider that state and local zoning
address and safeguard aerial navigation in cases where FAR Part 77 fails to require FAA
notification.

The cases where Part 77 Does Not require FAA notification include:
(1) construction or alteration ofLESS than 200 feet, (2) proposed construction ofa tower
leiS than 200 feet yet in the vicinity ofairports privately owned/operated, (3) objects that
are shielded by another object (This may lead to a gradual crawl towards an airport. Each
tower is built just a little closer and soon there are 20 ofthem.), and (4) an addition in
height of 20 feet or less to an existing antenna. structure.

Furthermore, state and loc.allaws and ordinances are the only protection the flying public
has when the towers or obstructions in question are not even considered to be an
obstruction under FARPalt 77. The cases where FAR Part 77 Does Not Consider to be
an Obstacle are: (1) a height of499 feet or Jess and (2) a height of499 feet when right
besJde a private use airport.
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Lastly. FAR Part 77 noel Not Consider the following in Detennining ifan Obstacle is a
Hazard to Air Navigation: (1) when a VFR flyway is used many times for 8 week or two
per year, yet not consistently on a daily basis, (2) the future fonn ofnavigating via direct
(Free Flight Concept) is not addressed in the consideration (Off.airways flying is being
utilized more now than ever and will be the primary way to navigate within the next 10-15
years). (3) FAR Pan 137 Operations, (4) VFR Military Training Routes (MTR) (this is
significant to GA because these MfRs are wider than depicted. and when navigating in the
vicinity of an MTR, 1es8 attention is paid to the obstructions on the ground. it is also more
significant now than ever due to the shortage of airspace the military has to utilize training
procedures.), (5) anyoperation conducted under a waiver or exemption to the FAR's
(pipeline patrol, power line patrol). (6) high Density Training Areas. (7) raising the .
Approach minimums at an airport served by only that one approach, and (8) raising a
Minimum Obstruction Clearance Altitude (MOCA) to height ofthe Mjnimum En route
Altitude (MEA) is OK if there aren't any plans to lower the MBA to MOCA height.

As it can been seen in these three instances, the elimination ofcertain state and local
powers to analyze. regulate, and enforce aviation obstructions and zoning issues not only
when covered by FAR Part 77. but also when not covered by these same regulations, will
result in a loss ofaccountability for public safety and cripple state and local government's
ability to zone themselves.

State and Jocal governments define hazards contrary to public interest by finding that an
airport hazard endanger. the lives and property ofuser. ofthe airport and of occupants of
land in its vicinity. and also may in effect reduce the size oltho area available for landing,
taking off, and maneuvering ofaircraft, thus tending to deltroy or impair the utility orthe
airport and the public and private investment therein. This understanding is the prevailing
idea ofzoning; to protect and preserve the health. safety and welfare ofthe communities
in question.

If the FCC NPRM is implemented, many airport sponsors across the country will find
themselves dealing with a fait accompli. This will prompt FAA's requirements in
obstruction standards to be applied in order to mitigate the impact of the obstruction
forced upon them at their own cost. These same standards, lacking enforceability to
protect the airspace. are depending on state and local laws to be effective. finds
themselves useless other than being used for the purpose ofnow forcing airports to pay
for the safely of the flying public. The safety of the flying public was already addressed
initially.



~.,'

FROM :. Pa~asonic TAD/FAX

Office ofthe Secretary
Page 7
September 29. 1997

PHONE NO. 231997
Oct. 14 1997 12:56PM Pl1

Ifserious constructive consideration is to be given to the petitioners request and intention
with regards to DTV, it is imperative that these same entities find alternative and
cooperative ways to work with both state and local govenunent and agencies instead of
forcing upon them another level of federal use ofCommerce Power. This is a very serious
matter when it is associated with FCC's tendency to overturn FAA dctenninations of
hazards based on appeals and information submitted by construction proponents.
Accelerated implementation ofDlV for tommercl.1 and bUliness purposes cannot
aud should not be accomplished at the expense of the safety of the flying public.

The protection ofairport approaches from dangerous obstructions is a pressing legal
problem. Furthennorc. AOPA believes that actual implementation ofthe requested
regulatory changes will undoubtedly and literally Cfeate hundreds ifnot thousands oflegal
conflicts all across the country. This will not result in faster implementation of DTV
in the United States.

We thank you for the opportunity to provide these conunents.

jI_'~"1
Phil Boyer
President
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October 30, 1997

Office of the secretary
Federal Communications commission
Washington, D.C. 20554

SUBJECT: MM Docket No. 97-182
In the Matter of Preemption of State and Local zoning

and Land Use Restrictions on the Siting, Placement
and Construction of Broadcast station Transmission
Facilities

We have reviewed the subject document and the Petitioners'
Proposed Preemption Rule and have the following comments.

1. The petitioners' request appears to stem from the impending
1999 deadline for implementation of the conversion to
digital television (DTV) broadcasting in the top thirty
markets. While we do not advocate federal preemption of
zoning codes in general, it would appear that if preemption
is warranted, it would only be necessary and we would only
support it in those markets with such a tight deadline. The
2002 deadline for the remaining commercial market should
provide adequate time for standard review processes.

2. We have no comments regarding existing preemptions which the
FCC has over local codes regarding the environmental or
health effects of radio frequency emissions, interference
effects, or the lighting, painting and marking requirements
as required for aviation purposes by the FAA and the FCC.
However, any additional blanket preemption, such as that
proposed in the petitioners' section (b) (1) may have the
effect of broadening the interpretation of the existing
standards so as to circumvent other legitimate local
concerns or jurisdiction.
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